Adolescent masculinity in the 1980s was marked by the need to distance oneself from the specter of 'the fag.' In this homohysteric culture, compulsory heterosexuality and high rates of anti-gay sentiment necessitated that adolescent boys distance themselves from anything associated with femininity. It was this zeitgeist that brought Connell's hegemonic masculinity theory to the vanguard of masculine studies. However, homohysteria has diminished among adolescents today. Accordingly, in this article, I foreground research extracts from multiple ethnographies on groups of 16-year-old adolescent boys in order to contextualize the repeated and consistent data I find throughout both the United States and the United Kingdom. In explaining how the diminishment of homohysteria promotes a 'One-Direction' culture of inclusive and highly feminized masculinities, I suggest that new social theories are required.
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Collectively, colleagues and I show a strong relationship between decreasing cultural homophobia and a softening of heterosexual masculinities in Western cultures.
Almost all of the youth that I study distance themselves from the type of conservative forms of muscularity, hyper-heterosexuality, aggression, and stoicism that Connell (1987) , Messner (1992) , Pollack (1999) , and others (Plummer 1999) have described males of the previous generation exhibiting as adolescents. Data from my studies of heterosexual men, in both feminized and masculinized spaces, highlights that the literature drawn on heterosexual men in the 1980s and 1990s-and even some of which was impactful in the early 2000s (Pascoe 2005 )-is no longer accurate. This is something affirmed by a growing body of scholars examining the impact of declining homophobia on young men's masculinities (Cavalier 2011; Cashmore & Cleland 2011 Dashper 2012; Flood 2008 Flood , 2009 Gottzén and Kremer-Sadlik 2012; Lyng 2009; McCormack 2011a McCormack , 2011b McCormack , 2012 Peterson 2011; Roberts 2012; Swain 2006; Thorpe 2010; Way 2011) .
My findings, unable to be accounted for through hegemonic masculinity theory (Connell 1987 ) led me to a new way of theorizing modern masculinities (Anderson 2009a) and for understanding how the relationship between homophobia and the awareness of homosexuality operates in society (Anderson 2011c) . Principally speaking, my theoryinclusive masculinity theory-with its embedded concept of homohysteria, explains how there is no longer a hierarchical stratification of masculinities. Instead, decreasing cultural This is an accepted manuscript of an article published by Berghahn Journals in Boyhood Studies, available online at https://www.berghahnjournals.com/abstract/journals/boyhoodstudies/7/1/bhs070105.xml. It is not the copy of record. Copyright © 2013, Berghahn Journals. 
On being 16 today
Jake is a sixteen-year-old, heterosexual male. He is just one of many I studied among a group of lower-class, non-educationally aspiring youths in Bristol, England. Jake lives in something of an impoverished neighborhood with his mother and sister on a street which is renowned for the wide availability of drugs. Jake, however, feels safe here. He has a rich network of various types of friends: both male and female, gay and straight, criminally hardened and higher educated. Most of all, Jake expresses his love for his best mate, Tom. He does so both in person and on his Facebook page. Here, Jake expresses as much love for Tom as he does his girlfriend. In fact, he speaks of him in similar terms; freely identifying his friendship to me as "love." This intimacy, oftentimes described as a bromance, simulates ancient notions of Greek and Roman brotherhood; a time in which men's homosocial bonds were culturally prized (Spencer 1995) . This is an accepted manuscript of an article published by Berghahn Journals in Boyhood Studies, available online at https://www.berghahnjournals.com/abstract/journals/boyhoodstudies/7/1/bhs070105.xml. It is not the copy of record. Copyright © 2013, Berghahn Journals.
Illustrating this, Jake told me that he was preparing to go on a thirteen-day holiday to Spain with Tom. When I inquired as to whether he feared that they might fight with Tom, being in close company for such duration, he answered, "No mate. We're too close for that." I responded, "Fair enough." Before asking what his girlfriend thought of the fact that he was taking Tom and not her. Jake answered, "She knows how close we are. She's gotta share me."
Although Jake still lives in a heterosexist culture (Ripley et al. 2012) , it is one that permits him to have the same level of emotional and physical intimacy with his best male friend as it does his female partner. For example, Jake tells me that he has a busy weekend coming up. He's spending Friday night with his girlfriend, including sex and cuddling. He will then be spending Saturday night with Tom, doing the same activities with the exception of sex. He informs me that he and Tom sleep in the same bed and cuddle two or three nights a week. This is not unusual; bed sharing is a common practice for adolescent males in England (Anderson 2009a) . In fact, Jake spends as many nights in bed with Tom as he does with his girlfriend.
While fishing on an unusually warm spring day, Jake tells me to "Look at this message Tom sent me yesterday." He hands me his mobile phone and I read the message aloud, "Jake I love you, this week has made me realise how weak I can be without you. And I don't like not being with you :/x." "Oh, your girlfriend is sweet," I tell him. "No, that's from Tom," he states matter-of-factly.
What is interesting about Jake's story is that he is not alone in expressing this type of homosocial intimacy among adolescents in the UK. Jake is therefore not selected here because he is an exception, but because his behaviors are normal in the UK; something McCormack (2012) also documents. This is an accepted manuscript of an article published by Berghahn Journals in Boyhood Studies, available online at https://www.berghahnjournals.com/abstract/journals/boyhoodstudies/7/1/bhs070105.xml. It is not the copy of record. Copyright © 2013, Berghahn Journals.
The type of emotional and physical intimacy I describe among British youth also extends to kissing. In other research on 16-year old boys in the UK (Anderson, Adams & Rivers 2012) , colleagues and I show that 40% of the heterosexual youths studied have kissed another male friend on the lips. In survey research conducted at a British university, we showed this number to be 89 per cent (Anderson, Adams and Rivers 2012) . Replicated (yet to be published) studies conducted internationally show that 30 per cent of Australian undergraduate men have kissed on the lips, and ten percent of American undergraduates.
Regardless of how one theorizes these findings, the data is compelling: not only do boys bond over talk of cars, girls, sports and video games; but they now also bond over disclosing secrets to one another and supporting each other emotionally (Anderson 2011c) , shopping together and dressing in softer more metrosexual ways (Pompper 2010) ; accepting sexual minorities (Keleher & Smith 2012) ; shunning violence (McCormack 2012); and being physically closer than boys have ever been permitted to be without fear of being thought gay (Anderson 2011c) . In this matter, adolescent boys today bond over intimacy in the same the way that men once used to over a century ago (Ibson 2002) , before homosexuality was widely understood to exist as a reliable and reliable, sizeable and stigmatized portion of men.
And this should tell us something important about masculinity theory.
Homohysteria
My academic career is characterized by expanding upon the earlier gender theorizing of Connell (1987) and her use of hegemony in explicating how homophobia has been central to the polarization of hegemonic, complicit, subordinated and marginalized masculinities.
And although Connell was not as clear in explicating her ideas as I have summarized, I also expand upon Connell's conception by describing how it is not just homophobia that is important for the distribution of masculinities in the 1980s (the time upon which Connell developed her theory) but the awareness that homosexuality exists in real and consistent This is an accepted manuscript of an article published by Berghahn Journals in Boyhood Studies, available online at https://www.berghahnjournals.com/abstract/journals/boyhoodstudies/7/1/bhs070105.xml. It is not the copy of record. Copyright © 2013, Berghahn Journals.
numbers within the population (Kinsey et al. 1948) . I suggested it was this combination of elements that that limited same-sex physical and emotional intimacy among the heterosexual men Connell described. This I explicate through my notion of homohysteria (Anderson 2009a .
A homohysteric culture necessitates three factors: 1) widespread awareness that homosexuality exists as a static sexual orientation within a given culture; 2) cultural disapproval towards homosexuality (i.e., homonegativity); and 3) disapproval of men's femininity due to association with homosexuality. Importantly, all three conditions must be maintained for homohysteria to persist.
Illustrating how a homohysteric culture is differentiated from a country that is simply homophobic, I highlight that men in many Arabic cultures are socially permitted to hold hands with another male in public without fear of being labeled as gay. This is because, although there is an extant degree of homophobia in most of the Arabic world (Frank, Camp and Boutcher 2010) , there also exists a belief that gay men do not exist as a sizable portion of the population (Zuhur 2005) . Thus, in comparison to American and Western European nations, most Arabic cultures are homophobic but not homohysteric . Men are capable of engaging in physical tactility without the specter of being thought gay.
Ibson (2002) notion of what homosexuality was, even if vague. This is to say there is an era of prehomohysteria.
The era of homohysteria in the West slowly grew as the 20 th century progressed. This was because there was an increasing cultural awareness that homosexuality existed as a stable and sizeable percent of the population (Kimmel 1996) ; much of which came through the works of Sigmund Freud (1905) and Alfred Kinsey et al (1948) .
In the 1980s homohysteria reached full-fruition. This was a product of HIV/AIDS, which forced homosexuals into the public's view (Peterson and Anderson 2012) . As Loftus In this homohysteric culture, gay men were pathologized as feminine, perverted, and dangerous; they were therefore politically vilified (Peterson and Anderson 2012a) . Taking into consideration that homosexuality is not as readily socially visible as other categories of stigmatized people; heterosexual men pushed their hyper-masculine and heterosexualizing behaviors to the extreme in order to disassociate themselves from anything related to homosexuality. It was here, in replicating Rambo or Terminator, that heterosexual men desired to be stoic, aggressive, and vehemently homophobic. For it was only in this predisposition that one could hope to escape the specter of the fag.
Decreasing Homohysteria
I argue that homohysteria peaked in the mid-1980s (Anderson 2009 ) along with the apex of AIDS. However, AIDS also brought a more unified and fervent campaign for the legal and social equality of sexual minorities. By the time the mid-1990s got underway, we began to see a more balanced cultural dialogue about homosexuality (Frank, Camp and Changing laws and social norms have begun to erode at cultural homonegativity at an accelerated rate. Today, attitudes about homosexuality are markedly better than they were during the 1990s, or even the early years of the new millennium (Andersen and Fetner 2008; Keleher and Smith 2012; Kozloski 2011; . This is particularly true of youth; who are emerging into a new zeitgeist.
The reasons for this are complex, but likely reside along other changing mores of sexuality (Anderson 2012b) . Over the last two decades there have been wholesale changes to our sexual and gendered society. Changes that add to the massive overhaul of our attitudes toward sex and our sexual practices since Kinsey et al. (1948) conducted their study of male sexuality. These changes have come from many social influences, including: decreasing religiosity of Western cultures, women's liberation, and gay liberation.
Additional influence has come from the advancement of technologies of culture.
Particularly, the introduction of social media-which has permitted for widespread exposure to alternative identities-and the increased accessibility to internet pornography-which has ushered in a democratization of sexual desire (Attwood 2010; McNair 2002 viewing gay sex, they grow desensitized to it. Thus, the internet, I propose, has been instrumental in exposing the forbidden fruit of homosexual sex, commoditizing and normalizing it in the process.
The internet has also provided sexual and gendered minorities a forum to organize for political action; forums to share life narratives; and forums for heterosexuals to ask sexual minorities 'anything' about their sexual lives. Clearly, the internet has been beneficial in making visible the lives of sexual and gender minorities to the 'normal' heterosexual world.
It has taken away our social taboo against asking one's sexual orientation, too. For example,
MySpace was the first popular social media site to ask for one's sexual orientation;
Facebook, asks whether one is interested in men, women or both. This has severely reduced the notion that homosexuality (particularly) is a 'private' affair. Thus it has helped reduce heterosexism and explicit homonegativity among adolescent males (Keleher and Smith 2012; Kozloski 2011 ). This may allow them to establish homosocial peer relationships characterized by emotional intimacy and physical tactility (McCormack 2012) the way the members of One Direction do.
The reduction of homophobia has meant that today's youth all know that gay men exist, and they likely believe that they exist in higher percentages than they actually do. But significantly, they increasingly do not care. 
Inclusive Masculinities
In studying young men in both the United States and the United Kingdom, I show that 
Increased physical tactility
The emotional support that young men show for each other extends into acts of physical tactility, too. In addition to finding a great deal of hugging, caressing and cuddling 
Eschewing violence
In ethnographic work with 22 heterosexual players from a small, Catholic, university soccer team in the American Midwest, I show (Anderson 2011b ) that violence among these 22 players was less than one might expect for contact-sport athletes: only three reported having fought in high school (all occurred on the soccer field), and only one player has been in a fight since coming to university (again on the soccer field). Conversely, most of the men had never been in a fight. 
The inclusion of gay male peers
In ethnographic work at 'Standard High' McCormack and I (2010) found that teenage boys stood firmly against homophobia. When we raised the issue of homophobia in interviews, all informants positioned themselves against it. Although this is not in-and-ofitself proof of a homophobia-free culture, it is nonetheless noteworthy that no male student expressed homophobia in interview. Instead, homophobia was regarded as a sign of immaturity. Matt said that if someone was homophobic he would be policed by his peers.
"He wouldn't keep at it for long", he said, "It's just childish." Justin added, "When I was in middle school, some kids would say 'that's gay' around the playground, but they wouldn't get away with it anymore. We'd tell them it's not on." The youths studied agreed that homophobia, in any form, was not acceptable. Sam said, "You might find that [homophobia] before [sixth form], but not here. It's just not acceptable anymore."
Supporting these statements, participant observation highlighted that the word 'gay' is not used to describe dissatisfaction by these young men. In fact, neither researcher heard any homophobic epithet in any social setting we investigated. Terms such as 'queer' and 'poof'
were not used, while 'fag' was only when referring to a cigarette. 'Gay' was only used in sensible discussions about gay identity and sexuality.
McCormack (2012b) has provided further evidence of the inclusion of sexual minority students in an ethnography of a religious sixth form. He showcases the stories of one lesbian, one gay, one bisexual and one transgendered student, drawing out the differences in their experiences, but nonetheless showing positive changes in their school experiences compared with research from previous decades (see also Ripley et al 2011) .
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Theorizing Masculinities for a new Generation
The type of masculinity exhibited by the youth that my colleagues and I have studied is starkly different than what the dominant paradigm suggests about young men, which maintains that they are homophobic, sexist, violent, emotionally repressed, and afraid of physical contact with other males. The most important theoretical tool for understanding masculinities and the social stratification of men since sex role theory has come thorough Connell's (1987) concept of hegemonic masculinity, which has also embedded in it this 'man as jerk' archetype (Carrigan & Connell 1985) .
Developed from a social constructionist perspective in the mid-1980s, hegemonic masculinity theory has articulated two social processes. The first concerns how all men benefit from patriarchy; however, it is the second social process that has been heavily adopted by the masculinities literature. Here, Connell's theoretical contribution has been particularly adopted for its conceptualization of the mechanisms by which an intra-masculine hierarchy is created and legitimized. It is solely this aspect of her theory that I address here.
In conceptualizing intra-masculine domination, Connell argues that one hegemonic archetype of masculinity is esteemed above all other masculinity types. So that boys and men who most closely embody this one standard are accorded the most social capital, relative to other boys and men. Some of the characteristics of hegemonic masculinity concern variables which are earned, like attitudinal depositions (including the disposition of homophobia) while other variables concern static traits (i.e. whiteness, heterosexuality, and youth an effective weapon to stratify men in deference to a hegemonic mode of heteromasculine dominance (Anderson 2005a; Kimmel 1994 ).
Connell theorized (1987) that the power of a hegemonic form of masculinity was that those subjugated by it nonetheless believed in the right of those with power to rule. So instead of disputing their marginalized position, they revered those at the top.
Hegemonic masculinity theory was precise in its ability to predict masculine configurations in the 1980s, and it likely continued to be useful throughout the 1990s. The high level of homophobia and hypermasculinity of the mid 1980s-something measured through General Social Survey data in the States alongside the British Survey of Social Attitudes in the United Kingdom-has serious implications for not only attitudes toward gay men, but also on how straight men performed their gender (Peterson &Anderson 2012) . Thus, hegemonic masculinity theory is historically contextualized within its own temporal moment-specifically, and although Connell did not understand it this way, it existed in a homohysteric culture (Anderson 2009a) .
The collection of these findings, and the development of my heuristic concept of homohysteria, led me to the development of a new gendered theory of masculinity studies.
Inclusive masculinity theory captures the social dynamics of men in non-homohysteric settings. The theory is simple: it maintains that as homohysteria decreases, men no longer need to position themselves as hypermasculine in order to be thought heterosexual. As homohysteria decreases the vertical stratification that Connell describes is no longer accurate, as culture shifts to permit multiple types of masculinity without hierarchy or hegemony.
Should cultural matters change, and homohysteria were to again rise, the ordering of men would likely return to the way Connell conceptualized.
Inclusive masculinity supersedes hegemonic masculinity theory because it is a more dynamic theory. It can be used to explain men's masculinities within multiple settings, and But the significant change that had occurred since makes Connell's theory unuseful in today's culture.
Multiple other scholars are recognized this, and used my theory Cavalier 2011; Daspher 2012; Cleland & Cashmore 2011 McCormack 2011a McCormack , 2011b McCormack , 2011c McCormack , 2012 Peterson 2011; Roberts 2012 ). While it is not yet possible to tell whether inclusive masculinity theory will replace hegemonic masculinity theory, its adoption by other scholars is evidence of the erosion of the dominance of hegemonic masculinity theory.
Finally, I make inclusive masculinity theory very simplistic, intentionally. It was my desire to avoid inaccessible, and oftentimes vague, theorizing by elitist and intellectually marginalizing academics. To me a social theory should be simple, and have the ability to make a prediction. I shun academic-elitism. Thus, I have made an open invitation to other scholars to examine my theory and add to it (hoping they do so in accessible and practical ways).
McCormack (2011a, 2011b, 2011c, 2012 ) is one scholar who has met this challenge.
He recently contributed to inclusive masculinity theory by explicating how popularity is achieved in cultures where bullying and marginalization are not present. McCormack (2012) shows that what makes boys popular is not regulating others, but instead being inclusive, being emotionally open, having charisma, and holding social fluidity. Thus, hegemony, he argues, is replaced by heterogeneity.
Discussion
In this overview of the research I have been conducting on gay and straight male youths over the previous decade, I have argued that inclusive masculinity theory (Anderson This is an accepted manuscript of an article published by Berghahn Journals in Boyhood Studies, available online at https://www.berghahnjournals.com/abstract/journals/boyhoodstudies/7/1/bhs070105.xml. It is not the copy of record. Copyright © 2013, Berghahn Journals.
2009a) supersedes hegemonic masculinity theory (Connell 1987) as it explains the diminishment of a stratification of men during times of lower homohysteria. The theory was constructed to explain settings in which young heterosexual men are no longer afraid to act or otherwise associate with symbols of homosexuality. Here, heterosexual boys are permitted to engage in an increasing range of behaviors that once led to homosexual suspicion, all without threat to their publicly perceived heterosexual identities. This is why the boy band 'One Direction' can be so tactile with each other compared to all pervious boy-bands. This is not a marketing strategy but a reflection of the masculine culture they emerged in. Western cultures) we have dropped out of homohysteria. Whereas homophobia used to be the chief policing mechanism of a hegemonic form of masculinity (Kimmel 1994 (Kimmel , 1996 , there no longer remains a strident cultural force to regulate a singular type of homophobic masculinity.
I do not, however, claim that inclusive masculinities are completely free of oppression and subordination. A diminished state of homohysteria is not to be mistaken as a gender utopia. Men categorized as belonging to one archetype of a set of inclusive masculinities might still reproduce heteronormativity (Ripley et al 2012) ; they might still sexually objectify women (Anderson 2008a) ; they might still value excessive risk taking (Adams, Anderson, This is an accepted manuscript of an article published by Berghahn Journals in Boyhood Studies, available online at https://www.berghahnjournals.com/abstract/journals/boyhoodstudies/7/1/bhs070105.xml. It is not the copy of record. Copyright © 2013, Berghahn Journals.
and McCormack 2010); they might even use homophobic discourse without intent to wound (McCormack 2011c) . My data does however indicate that in the process of proliferating inclusive masculinities, gender itself, as a constructed binary of opposites, may be somewhat eroding. I argue that the efforts of the first, second, and now, third waves of feminismcombined with advancements in technology, the gay liberationists efforts of the past four decades, and the erosion of other sexual mores, have slowly eroded the gender binary (Anderson 2009a) . Increasingly, gender is a business of decreasing polarization between not only women and men, but between heterosexual and gay men as well.
